Governments are committed to reducing the regulatory burden on business and individuals, while at the same time transferring many tasks from bureaucrats. One such example is tax compliance where self assessment has raised concerns that such transfers may place a particularly heavy burden on lower income and elderly taxpayers. This is the first study since its introduction into the UK in 1996 of the regulatory burden which self assessment imposes on individuals. We identify both the total compliance burden and its components for individuals who might be expected to incur high compliance costs because they pay tax on non business employment income. We use a specially designed questionnaire and find that within this group the burden seems to have increased by less than 25 per cent. Compliance costs are regressive, but do not impinge disproportionately on the elderly. The compliance burden is determined by income, occupation, education (but not specifically in accounting subjects) and difficulty in attending to tax affairs, indicating some possibilities for reducing these compliance costs.
I. INTRODUCTION
In 1996 the UK introduced self assessment (SA) for personal taxpayers (Chennells et al., 2000) joining the US, Canada, Spain and Australia. The transfer of substantial administrative costs from officials to individuals coincides with a declared Government objective to minimise the regulatory burden on individuals (CIOT, 2002) . This is the first study of the effect of the new system in the UK, focusing on taxpayers who would be expected to have high compliance costs. We identify the components and the burden of compliance for these taxpayers, and test concerns that the new system is regressive and that pensioners may carry a disproportionate burden.
To inform the government policy of reducing regulatory burden, we identify the determinants of compliance costs and discuss the implications of our findings.
Though the notion of tax compliance cost was discussed by Adam Smith in the 'Wealth of Nations ' (Smith, 1776) , the first attempt to measure such costs occurred some 150 years later (Haig, 1935 , cited in Tran-Nam et al., 2000 . More recently the UK Government has insisted that all new regulations should be subject to a Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA), to estimate the costs imposed on society (Rice, 2001) . Taxation RIAs had focused primarily on business costs before 1998 and this study is one of comparatively few which measures costs incurred by individual taxpayers. Sandford (1995) defines 'tax compliance costs' as «the costs incurred by taxpayers in meeting the requirements laid on them by the tax law and the revenue authorities», in addition to the tax liability itself. Compliance costs are usually classified into three categories: monetary costs, such as payment for tax advice, personal or incidental expenses (telephone calls, travelling costs) and the financial F o r P e e r R e v i e w 3 costs of acquiring tax knowledge, for example through the purchase of books; time costs, in acquiring tax knowledge, keeping tax records and completing tax returns;
and psychological costs such as anxiety and vexation (Sandford, 1973) .
Several studies have assessed compliance costs for employers in the UK, with particular emphasis on the burden for small businesses (e.g. Rice, 2001; Hudson and Godwin, 2000) 1 , which bear heavier compliance costs than the self-employed and large firms (Besim and Jenkins, 2005) . The only previous publication on personal taxpayer compliance costs in the UK is by Sandford et al. , and predates self assessment (Sandford et al., 1989 ). Sandford's sample covered all categories of income taxpayers, and found that most taxpayers spent little or no time on tax affairs, because they were relatively simple and conducted through the Pay As You Earn (PAYE) scheme, administered by employers. This study analyses the effect of the self assessment scheme on those who are taxed outside the PAYE scheme but for whom self employment is not the main source of income.
For taxpayers as a whole, Sandford found that an average of 3.6 hours were spent on tax matters in 1983-84 and that total compliance costs were 3.6 per cent of revenue from income tax and Corporate Gains Tax. Some 10 per cent of taxpayers paid for tax advice, and the main determinants of compliance cost level were size of income and category of employment. Compliance costs also showed a regressive pattern for self employed taxpayers, i.e. they were proportionately higher for lower income groups. In Australia, as in the UK, self assessment was only recently introduced 2 . TranNam et al. 's study (2000) conducted two years after self assessment was introduced in Australia, shows that taxpayers allocated 8.5 hours of their time and 7.9 per cent of their revenue to tax affairs. Somewhat surprisingly, both the hours spent and financial costs were lower than those shown in a study ten years earlier, before the introduction of self assessment (Pope and Fayle, 1990 ).
Other studies of compliance costs of individual income taxation have been undertaken in countries where self assessment is more established, such as the US (Blumenthal and Slemrod, 1992; Slemrod and Sorum, 1984) , Canada (Vaillancourt, 1986) and Spain (Delgado et al., 2001; and Díaz and Delgado, 1995) . For the tax year 1989-1990, Blumenthal and Slemrod found that a taxpayer allocated on average 27.4 hours of his time and 5.6 per cent of income tax revenue to tax matters. Total compliance costs were higher for high-income and self employed taxpayers. A comparable study conducted by Slemrod and Sorum in 1982 also found that taxpayers allocated a high number of hours to tax affairs (21.7); their average compliance costs represented 5-7% of personal income tax revenue and the figures were higher for self employed taxpayers (Slemrod and Sorum, 1984) . Vaillancourt (1989) found that in 1985 Canadian taxpayers who did not pay for assistance devoted on average 5.5 hours to tax matters, while taxpayers paying for tax advice spent 2.5 per cent of their revenue from tax income. He also found that the higher the complexity of a taxpayer's tax situation, the greater the time and money spent dealing with tax affairs.
2 SA was introduced in Australia in 1992. Studies investigating tax compliance costs on personal income tax for Spanish taxpayers (Delgado et al., 2001; and Díaz and Delgado, 1995) reviewed the tax years 1998 and 1999 for the former and 1991 for the later study. Delgado et al. compare tax compliance costs before and after the introduction of the 1999 Spanish Personal
Income Tax reform, which aimed at decreasing the hidden tax burden on taxpayers.
The study shows that the time spent by taxpayers on their tax matters was higher in 1998 than in 1999 (3.6 and 2.2 hours respectively) and the compliance costs as a percentage of revenue yield was 1.8 per cent in 1998 and 1.3 per cent in 1999.
Before reform Díaz and Delgado show that taxpayers were spending an average of 6.8 hours and 3.3 per cent of tax revenue on tax affairs.
Analyses of tax compliance costs in countries such as Croatia, Slovenia, Sweden, the Netherlands and Germany where the tax system does not operate under self assessment, have also been conducted; results are summarised in Table 1 Blumenthal and Slemrod (1992) , Vaillancourt (1989) and Slemrod and Sorum (1984) have investigated the relationship between compliance costs and demographic determinants.
Our study extends these and earlier UK studies by assessing the influence on compliance costs of demographic factors. We focus on both time and money costs, and how they depend on income, sources of income, general and accounting education and the usual demographic variables both for taxpayers who do and do not pay for assistance with their tax affairs. The data used to measure the main personal compliance costs of direct taxation in the UK are from a survey of 320 'Employment income' (formerly named 'Schedule E income') 3 individual taxpayers and relate to the tax year 1998-1999 shortly after self assessment was introduced. They are therefore likely to have complex tax affairs which are not dealt with primarily through their employment. While we have made no attempt to measure psychic costs directly, the data do include measures of attitude towards tax affairs and perception of difficulty with tax affairs.
In the next section we describe our data and in section 3 the model; section 4
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II. DATA
Our data were generated from a questionnaire especially designed for this study and administered to 320 taxpayers in 2000. These were drawn from a sampling frame of 1000 individuals randomly selected by the Inland Revenue from UK taxpayers who were reporting their tax affairs within the Self Assessment system, and whose income was not primarily from self employment. Each of the 1000 was given the opportunity to 'opt out' of the study; 200 did so and a questionnaire (available on request from the authors) was mailed to the remaining 800. 320 were returned and analysed 4 . The group has higher income than the average for UK taxpayers. We compared the characteristics of our sample with those of the 4,414,512 individuals 5 which form the population from which our sample was selected. Table 2 shows a comparison of such characteristics 6 . We see that our sample is considerably younger than the population of taxpayers from which it is drawn, with significant non response from the over 65s and those on pensions. The sample also under represents the proportion paying for tax advice. The pattern of income sources (apart from pensions) is broadly comparable, but those receiving dividends are overrepresented in our sample. While the sample skewness results in some groups being too small for meaningful analysis, it should not prevent identification of factors which affect compliance costs. In calculating average figures for compliance costs and their component parts we have weighted the sample so that the figures reflect the characteristics of the population rather than those of the sample. 4 This main postal survey was preceded by a pilot study. 5 Provided by the Inland Revenue for SA database in 1999 and whose main source of income is employment. 6 Since the purpose of our study was to focus on taxpayers for whom compliance costs were likely to be high, the sample of respondents was deliberately chosen to be unrepresentative of the taxpaying population as a whole. The questionnaire collected demographic information, as well as information on whether tax advisers were used, capital gains tax, and time spent in completing the questionnaire. We focus on demographic characteristics and the use of tax advisers;
and on the effect of both general education and, more specifically, whether accounting courses had been completed.
The demographic data collected included gender, marital status, age, education, occupation and income. Respondents were asked the number of hours allocated to tax matters and the preparation of tax returns over the course of the tax year 1998-99, and whether and how much they had paid for assistance with their tax affairs.
Taxpayers were also asked about other expenditure incurred in association with their tax affairs, such as travel or telephone bills. Other information included the difficulty experienced with tax affairs, whether they enjoyed dealing with tax matters, and the time taken to complete the questionnaire.
Three components of compliance cost were estimated: the hours spent on tax matters; the value of those hours 7 ; and monetary outlay, including payment to tax advisers when incurred. We identify as total financial compliance costs the sum of value of time spent and monetary outlay. The variables are defined and their distributions described in Table 3 . The next section explores these relationships further.
7 Value of time was calculated as annual income divided by 1772 and multiplied by the number of hours spent on tax matters (see Sandford et al., 1989) . 
III. MODEL
We assume that taxpayers wish to minimise the total burden associated with their tax liability, i.e. the sum of their tax paid (L) and their compliance costs (TCC):
where L depends mainly on income Y. Those with higher income have a greater incentive to incur compliance costs to reduce their higher potential tax liability, other things being equal. We expect a negative relationship between the time spent on tax affairs (Ch) and whether an accountancy course has been undertaken (CA) and the number of years in education (E). The variable 'age' is anticipated to be positively related to the time spent on tax affairs if we take into account retired individuals who have more time in general. We had no prior expectation about the role of gender in our dependent variables and other relevant studies had not found any significant relationship. We expected that married respondents would spend fewer hours dealing with their tax affairs since they could discuss matters with their spouse. To encourage an adequate response to the questionnaire we did not ask for information on tax liability, since this was thought to be too sensitive; but we are able to include (banded) information on income. Income would affect the time which a taxpayer is willing to devote to tax affairs, but in an ambiguous way. Higher income respondents would generally have higher tax bills and so might be willing to spend more time on their tax affairs in order to reduce this bill; however, these individuals have a higher opportunity cost of time which may lead to them spending less time on their tax affairs. We expect compliance cost to depend on the complexity of the tax return and the individual's inherent ability to deal with such affairs. The complexity of the tax return would increase with the number of income sources (FY) and may depend on part of the taxes through the Pay As You Earn scheme. Other sources of income were divided into three categories in order to identify which generated most hours on tax affairs. How long the questionnaire took to complete provides an independent measure of the respondent's ability to deal with such forms, which are similar to those encountered in tax affairs. We would expect a positive relationship.
Taxpayers incur psychic as well as financial costs in completing their tax affairs.
In common with most other studies, we did not attempt to measure psychic costs of compliance directly, but we explored the relation between the costs of compliance, whether the respondent enjoyed or disliked dealing with tax affairs, and how difficult they found them. The effect of disliking tax affairs on compliance cost is unclear, and depends on causality: individuals who dislike it do not want to spend a lot of time on tax affairs; but respondents who need to spend much time and/or money dealing with their tax matters will come to dislike it. We consider the relationship with the time taken to complete the questionnaire (as an arbitrary bureaucratic exercise) to test whether difficulty with tax affairs is an intrinsic personal characteristic. If it is, then the coefficient will be positive once other determinants of compliance costs are taken into account. Just as these factors help explain the financial costs, they also provide some indication of psychic costs. In the remainder of the analysis we focus on the financial costs (C) and their constituent parts, and return later to a qualitative discussion of psychic costs. The direction of expected relationships between variables is summarised in Table 4 . Apart from the initial balance between tax liability and compliance costs, each taxpayer faces some further trade off between the three different constituents of financial compliance cost which we have measured, namely investing their own time, paying a tax adviser, and incurring incidental expenses. However, while this is true for each individual within our cross-section sample, we expect that those with highly complex tax affairs are likely to require both expert advice and to devote a substantial amount of their own time to collect the necessary information. Indeed the raw correlations in Table 5 confirm this across our sample. We are therefore unable to model the trade off for any one taxpayer. However we are able to explore the relationship a little further by including a dummy for those who pay for assistance with tax affairs in modelling time spent on tax affairs. Our main objective is to explain the total figure, providing analysis of each component separately to help explain how the total is composed. We use a similar model for each of the constituent parts and consider each of these in turn. These results are reported in Appendix 2.
8 Such a two stage modelling process might be appropriate if the focus of explanation was the determinants of the presence and the quantity of such payments to advisers. To identify any functional form misspecification or heteroscedasticity in the error variance, we used Ramsey's reset test (Ramsey, 1969 ) and White's heteroscedasticity test (White, 1980) . Results indicated that the models were not misspecified and there
was not heteroscedasticity in the data. The MWD test was conducted to choose between linear and log-linear regression models (MacKinnon, White and Davidson, 1983) . The results of the test showed that a double-log functional form was appropriate for the models. All four dependent variables (hours spent, value of time, fees to advisers and total compliance costs) as well as continuous dependent variables (income, education, age and number of income sources) were rescaled by a logarithmic transformation. The main regression equation discussed above is described in Box 1.
BOX 1 REGRESSION EQUATIONS
The regression equation for each type of compliance cost, t, takes the following form:
Where:
ln C it = natural logarithm of 'total financial compliance costs' (calculated, see To test whether financial tax compliance costs as a whole were regressive with respect to income (regardless of other determinants) we analysed the relationship between the average compliance costs per £ of income and the level of income. If compliance costs are regressive, we would expect the relationship to be negative.
IV. RESULTS
Our sample spent an average of 8 hours a year on their tax affairs, with a mean value (based on individuals' income) of £326. 27% employed tax advisers, paying on average of £698 for this service. An average of £15 was spent on incidental costs, and the average total cost of compliance was £498. Correcting for the known unrepresentativeness of the sample, the average time spent on tax affairs for this population is estimated at 4.5 hours, with average compliance cost (including value of time) £285. Table 6 shows how the weighted averages compare with the sample statistics; Table 7 shows the average compliance costs for different income groups.
Within our sample (as in the population), a majority of respondents (73 and 62 per cent, respectively) did not pay for tax advice; the main reasons chosen from 12 specified options by these taxpayers were 'I feel quite capable of handling my own affairs' (26 per cent) and 'My tax affairs are too simple to require any expert advice'
(23 per cent). For those who did pay for tax advice, the main reasons given from 11 specified options were 'I feel happier knowing my returns are accurate' (16 per cent), 'I can't find or afford the time to deal with it myself' (13 per cent), and 'I want to be sure of getting the allowances I am entitled to' (12 per cent). The ranking of these reasons was similar to results reported by Pope and Fayle (1990) , in their study on compliance costs in Australia. On average, women have lower income than men and a more negative attitude to tax affairs. Both older respondents and women took more time to complete the questionnaire, while respondents with a higher income spent less time. Taking a course in accountancy and being male are associated with higher income, and also with higher value of time, but not with more hours spent on tax affairs. There are some shifts in the effect of different occupation categories because of their different implications for income; and finally, taxpayers with a higher income have higher total compliance costs (consistent with higher potential liability). Some relationships shown in Table 5 seem intuitively surprising. Those with more years of post compulsory education spend more time on tax affairs (probably because of higher income, tax liability and incentives); those who have completed courses in accountancy pay higher fees to tax advisors; respondents employing tax advisors spent more time on their tax affairs, and, within this group, the fees paid to advisers also increased as taxpayers' own time did. These results from the simple correlations motivate the regressions to enable further exploration. Since the value of time spent on tax affairs was calculated by multiplying the hours spent on tax matters by an average hourly rate calculated from each individual's total income, there is a strong correlation between the value of those hours, the number of hours expended and income. More surprisingly, total compliance costs also increased with the length of post compulsory education, even controlling for income; amongst components of compliance costs, this was also true for the time spent on tax affairs and the value of this time. Undertaking courses in accountancy did not affect the total cost of compliance, but respondents who had followed courses in accountancy had a higher value of time and paid higher fees than those who did not.
Age or marital status affected neither compliance, nor any of its components.
Women spent the same number of hours on tax affairs as men, but their lower income meant that the monetary value of that time was lower.
Taxpayers who were retired, self employed, unemployed or full time homemakers spent more time on tax affairs and had higher total compliance costs than employed taxpayers. The relatively high costs of self employed, unemployed or full time home-makers arise from this group spending more time and money than others on tax affairs.
Those who received income from different sources paid higher fees and the value of their time spent on tax affairs was higher. We note a positive association between the value of the time spent on attending to tax affairs, and employment of a tax adviser. We therefore have no direct evidence that taxpayers view these two components of their compliance costs (time and fees to advisers) as substitutes, though neither do our findings contradict such a hypothesis, and we certainly do not 9 Table 8b displays the preliminary results of the regressions; note that our analysis is based on the results of the parsimonious equations presented in Table 8a . conclude that they are necessarily complements 10 . The likely explanation is that as the complexity of tax affairs increases, they demand more of both the taxpayer's time and advice from a tax specialist.
Finally, we observe a positive relationship between total compliance cost (and each of its component parts) and difficulty in attending to tax affairs.
The factors which influence the hours of time seem to differ somewhat from those that determine the value of time, since income is excluded as an independent variable in the latter case (because of multicollinearity). Turning to payment to advisers, we note that general education is not an influence; however those who have undertaken accounting courses are no more likely than others to employ advisers, but if they do so, they pay more. The number of income sources raises the payment, as does having difficulty with tax affairs.
We did not attempt to measure the psychic costs of compliance directly, but we note a positive relationship between the total costs of compliance and whether the respondent found dealing with tax affairs difficult. Both the time (and its value) devoted to tax and fees paid to advisors also increased with difficulty in attending to tax affairs.
We find little relationship between dislike of tax affairs and the amount of fees paid to advisers amongst those who do pay for tax advice. The positive relation between compliance costs and difficulty of attending to tax affairs suggests that if psychic costs were included, these would increase the value of high compliance costs relative to the average even further. We found no relationship between the time spent completing the form and hours spent on tax affairs, suggesting that time spent on tax 10 This could occur if tax advisers used more detailed information, imposing a data gathering cost on their clients. Evidence on potential regressivity of compliance costs is shown in Table 9 . Both the ratio of fees paid to income and of total compliance costs to income decrease as income increases, indicating regressivity both for those individuals paying for tax advice, and for the whole sample. We therefore conclude that overall compliance costs are regressive with respect to income within this income group.
The sample is deliberately drawn to explore compliance costs amongst high income and high-complexity 'Employment income' taxpayers who filed their self assessment return before the penalty period; the majority of taxpayers in this study (approximately 62 per cent) have incomes over £48,000, twice the average income in the UK at this period. Relative to the population of this category of taxpayers, the over 65s are under represented, and higher income levels over represented. Like all such studies the survey suffers from an inherent potential problem of the methodology, namely that the results rest on the respondent's ability to recall data on estimates of time and money spent on tax matters over a twelve-month period.
However, we are encouraged by its similarity to other findings and believe it does throw some interesting light on the nature and extent of compliance costs under self assessment, with the implications discussed in the discussion and conclusion section below.
The international comparison in Table 1 shows that the time spent by our respondents, a weighted average of 4.5 hours per annum when corrected for sample bias, is not dissimilar to Sandford et al.' s study in the UK in 1983-84, when the average time spent on tax affairs (by all tax payers) was 3.6 hours. The unweighted Australia and the US much higher. In the US, in particular, average hours spent are of the order of five times higher than for our sample, probably associated with the federal income tax self assessment process and the fact that many States also levy income tax.
In terms of what determines compliance costs, a positive relationship with income was identified in both Blumenthal and Slemrod (1992) and in Sandford et al. (1989) , who agree with our findings that higher-income taxpayers have greater compliance costs. In our analysis, the level of income directly affects and is associated with higher compliance costs. We find evidence that total compliance costs are regressive (i.e. higher relative to income for low income respondents) among this group of taxpayers. A similar pattern was identified by Sandford et al. (1989) . 11 We did not have sufficient information on the characteristics of this income group to weight the results. evidence that the elderly bear a higher burden of total tax compliance among the particular category of taxpayers in the study. However, we do find that retired taxpayers spend more time dealing with their tax affairs and have higher compliance costs than other groups.
V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
We find that the average compliance cost is surprisingly low relative to findings from similar studies in the UK before self assessment was introduced, and elsewhere.
Compliance costs seem to have increased by only about a quarter (less than a fifth for the higher income group) since the introduction of self assessment. We are not able to compare amounts paid to advisers because we do not have details from earlier studies, so it may be that these have increased, though we note that only a minority of our sample have employed them. This is encouraging for the UK government and others planning to introduce self assessment schemes.
The positive relationship between total compliance costs and the difficulty in attending to tax affairs is unsurprising. It highlights the negative effects of complexity on personal compliance costs and strengthens the argument for considering compliance costs in designing tax regimes. The difficulty in dealing with tax affairs is a surrogate for the psychic costs of compliance.
Better educated tax payers are more able to identify opportunities for reducing their tax payments and so devote time to doing so. This finding is consistent with our incentive model of tax compliance expenditure. Such an explanation provides a timely reminder that policy makers should consider the total welfare effects of tax mechanism design. Changes which make the system more complex to address incentive issues in other markets are likely to impose costs on taxpayers. They will seek to lower their own tax bills at the cost of more time spent on tax affairs. While such behaviour is rational for the individual, it raises the total burden of tax on the economy because the lower tax bill is not an aggregate saving, representing a transfer from government to taxpayer. If better educated taxpayers are incurring higher compliance costs because they recognise opportunities to reduce their tax bills, this may represent a net loss to social welfare. It reinforces the argument for governments to analyse carefully the increased compliance costs associated with increased complexity which we have identified in this study. In designing and extending tax schemes, it is important that governments take account of the compliance costs which they impose.
Those who have taken courses in accountancy and who employ tax advisers are likely to pay more for the advice perhaps because they encourage tax advisers to spend more time searching for potential savings in the tax bill.
Compliance costs were related to the nature of the tax affairs and measurable characteristics of the individuals, rather than to unmeasured differences in taxpayers' aptitude for bureaucratic tasks (which would be highly correlated with speed of questionnaire completion).
In terms of the incidence and distribution of compliance costs, we find high absolute costs among our sample, even considering the complex nature of their tax affairs, with over 3 per cent expending more than £3,000 per year in time and money, and 1 per cent more than £5,000. Although these figures appear large, they represent Compliance costs constitute an important deadweight loss in the economy, and affect the incentives of employees to participate in the labour market. Our survey provides information about the factors and the incidence of compliance costs which have recently been transferred from government to individuals through self assessment. The findings enable governments to assess the total benefit from introducing self assessment and raising complexity, providing useful guidance both to other countries who may be contemplating such a move, and to the UK government in reviewing the reform. Our findings can help in the design of greater efficiency and to achieve more equitable outcomes. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Note: all variables are defined in Table 3 . *** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; ** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.1 level. Note: standard errors are given in parenthesis. a The natural logarithm if these variable are used in estimation. *** Significant at the 0.01 level; ** Significant at the 0.05 level; * Significant at the 0.1 level. We first examine the determinants of time spent on tax affairs (first equation, Box 1a). We expect similar causality as for overall financial compliance. The dummy "paying for tax advice" was used to identify whether there was a substitution between time spent and paying for tax advice. If so then individuals who pay for tax advice should spend less time on their tax affairs.
In our second equation (Box 1a), the dependent variable is the value of time calculated by multiplying the hours spent by average hourly personal income. It is clearly closely related to the previous equation, and the explanatory variables are the same, with the exception of income, which was dropped to avoid problems of multicollinearity. While we expect the pattern of this equation to be similar to equation 1 from which it derives, details will vary where there is a relationship between an explanatory variable and hourly income. For example gender will have a different effect because the average income of women is lower than for men.
Similarly, education is positively correlated with income.
The third equation (Box 1a) relates the amount paid to advisers to similar independent variables for the subset of respondents who pay for tax advice (the variable 'paying for tax advice, TA, was consequently not included in the equation).
We expected that both the incentive effect and the value of time effect would result in level of fees paid to advisers increasing with the level of income. If courses in accountancy have been undertaken, individuals may need to seek less outside advice.
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